This article reports a large-scale survey on the use of language learning strategies by first-year college students in Taiwan, with the aim of describing what language learning strategies they reported using and what strategic patterns were formed. A total of 199 non-English majors responded to a survey designed by Oxford (1990) , namely, the Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Version 7.0). The results show that today's language learners self-reported using the following SILL strategies in the following order of frequency: compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, social strategies, memory strategies, cognitive strategies, and affective strategies. In addition, the results also demonstrate that three SILL categories used today were used differently in the past: affective strategies, metacognitive strategies, and compensation strategies. Moreover, it was also found that males and females these days had slightly different strategic patterns from one another in learning English and also used slightly different ones in the past.
native speakers of the target language, or accessing foreign goods and materials that have labels or manuals with explanations in different languages. The changes make it tempting to assume that being exposed to such a new learning environment may in turn have changed the ways in which LLS are used by today's students to cope with learning tasks or goals. Finally, communicative language teaching all over the world has been more warmly welcomed than before (cf., Rahman & Pandian, 2018) . This may somewhat affect the teaching and learning of a language in many contexts, thus resulting in different learner models from those in the past when the traditional deductive approach was dominant.
In light of the changes described, this study aims to carry out a large-scale survey on the use of LLS by today's language learners to find whether they have adopted new strategic patterns. A particularly suitable context for this survey was higher education in Taiwan, where English is mostly taught and learned as a foreign language (EFL). Over the past years, Taiwanese society has experienced the changes described above, including the popularity of the Internet and affordable new technologies and applications (e.g., tablets, smartphones). Additionally, the communicative approach was introduced to Taiwan's English educational settings around 15 years ago (i.e., 2004) . It succeeded English classes that mostly relied on deductive, teacher-centered lecturing, and one-way communicative approaches (i.e., from teachers to students) (cf., Lee, 2013; Lin, 2016; Lin & Lee, 2017) . Given this background, it would seem to be particular rewarding to look at the current strategic patterns of language learning among Taiwanese university students and compare them with past patterns. Accordingly, the research question formulated for this study is What language learning strategies do today's EFL students in Taiwan use? To help answer this question, a few preliminary questions should first be addressed.
1) What are the general patterns of strategy use?
2) What strategies are used more often than others?
3) Are there differences between the strategies used by males and by females?
The Study

The Participants
The participants chosen to represent today's participants were first-year non-English-majors from a comprehensive university in Taiwan. A total of 249 freshmen responded to the survey (see the next section), producing in the end 199 valid questionnaires (77 from males, 122 from females), an effective response rate of 79.91%. Their majors were physics, Japanese, Spanish, industrial economics, accounting, and statistics. Most of the sample were aged either 18 or 19, an age-range which should adequately represent today's language learners. They were born in Taiwan around 2000 and would have started elementary school in or near 2006, after the communicative approach to language teaching had been launched in Taiwan. It was also after the Internet and other advanced technologies had become affordable to most members of the public and had been widely integrated into most educational settings.
Instrument
The Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Version 7.0) (Oxford, 1990 ) was chosen for this study. The SILL, designed to use a five-point Likert scale, contains 50 strategy items; a score of one indicates never true and of five, always true. It was chosen for this study for two major reasons.
First, the SILL is one of the indices that cover the most comprehensive dimensions of the strategies for learning a language (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002) . It covers six categories: using memory (nine items), being cognitive (14 items), being compensatory (six items), being metacognitive (nine items), being affective (six items), and being social (six items). Memory strategies are the ways in which learners remember new linguistic input; cognitive strategies relate to the interaction with the material to be learned; compensatory strategies are techniques that enable learners to make up for insufficient knowledge; metacognitive strategies are the ways in which learners manage their learning process; affective strategies are associated with learners' emotional control; and social strategies relate to learners' ways of learning with others. The inclusiveness of Oxford's SILL seems to represent adequately all the strategic patterns of language learners.
Second, the SILL is persistently reliable and valid in a range of contexts (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Papadopoulou, Kantaridou, Platsidou, & Gavriilidou, 2018) , which has helped it maintain long-lasting popularity in language experimental sites (e.g., Gunning & Oxford, 2014; Saks & Leijen, 2018; Rose et al., 2018; Shin & So, 2018; Wright, Ahn, & Lee, 2018; Yang, 2018) . These qualities of SILL are likely to best produce effective accounts of respondents' strategic behaviors in language learning. have prevented them from responding correctly to the English version of the SILL, Yang's (1992) Chinese version of it was adopted in this study instead. Yang's version was a faithful translation of Oxford's SILL and showed high reliability and validity in tests (Yang, 1992 (Yang, , 1999 . It has also been widely acknowledged, used, and discussed in Chinese educational contexts (e.g., Lan & Oxford, 2003; Yang, 2007) .
Data Analysis
Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data (learners' scores in the SILL), with the aim of comprehensively revealing students' strategic patterns. Specifically, the order of frequency of use of the SILL categories was first determined. Then the individual SILL strategies were ranked according to the frequency of their use. Next, paired samples t-tests were applied to determine whether the genders had shown any significant variation of the mean in their strategy use. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the six categories described in the SILL items, which are listed from the most frequently used category to the least. In the order of frequency, compensation strategies are the most frequently used category (M = 3.46, SD = .70); metacognitive strategies second (M = 3.26; SD = .76); social strategies third (M = 3.25, SD = .74); memory strategies fourth (M = 3.23, SD = .64); cognitive strategies fifth (M = 3.16, SD = .74); and affective strategies sixth (M = 3.00, SD = .79). In addition, all the categories were shown to have a mean of at least 3.00. Taken together, these results suggest that generally the university students nowadays used LLS of different types to help them to learn English, with a preference for certain categories of strategy over others. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of all the SILL items, ranked by the frequency with which they were used. Specifically, the top 1/3 of strategies (ranking 1-17) cover items across almost all the SILL categories except for that of affective, of which only Strategy 42 (M = 3.44, SD = 1.12) entered. The mean scores of the top 1/3 of strategies were all above 3.36 (inclusive), which suggests that the participants often used them to learn English. Additionally, within the top 1/3 of strategies, the three most frequently used were Strategy 24 (M = 3.95, SD = .84), Strategy 29 (M = 3.93, SD = .92), and Strategy 45 (M = 3.83, SD = .88). This may suggest that the participants collectively deem them the most useful or effective ones for learning English.
Results
Overall Results
The bottom 1/3 of strategies (Ranking 34-50) also included items from different SILL categories, with the most frequently used among them (i.e., ranking 34: Strategy 7) having a mean score of 3.09, and the least used one (ranking 50: Strategy 43) a mean score of only 2.10. This suggests that in general the participants used these strategies less frequently in learning English. This applies even to with the three strategies that were used least: Strategy 16 (M = 2.59, SD = 1.11), Strategy 34 (M = 2.58, SD = 1.03), and Strategy 43 (M = 2.10, SD = 1.13).
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Gender Differences
Tables 3 and 4 present the descriptive statistics of the six categories described in the SILL items arranged by gender. The categories are shown from the most frequently used to the least. First, in line with the overall strategic patterns described above, in learning English, both genders used compensation strategies most frequently (M male = 3.51, SD = .77; M female = 3.43, SD = .66) and affective strategies least (M male = 2.89, SD = .96; ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 9, No. 5; 2019 M female = 3.07, SD = .66). However, totally different strategic patterns from the two genders were found with the other categories. In order, males preferred social (M = 3.27, SD = .86), metacognitive (M = 3.22, SD = .85), cognitive (M = 3.21, SD = .84), and memory (M = 3.19, SD = .80). Females liked metacognitive (M = 3.29, SD = .69), memory (M = 3.25, SD = .51), social (M = 3.23, SD = .66), and cognitive (M = 3.13, SD = .67). This suggests that students of different genders mostly had different strategic patterns in learning English. Table 6 reveals in more detail the effects of gender differences in terms of the ranking of individual strategies by frequency. First, both genders similarly gave positive endorsement to certain strategies in the top ranking (e.g., Strategies 24, 29, 45, 32, and 33) and similarly less favorable strategies in the bottom ranking (e.g., Strategies 43, 16, 17, 6, 34, 47, and 35) . However, as regards individual strategies, males and females prioritized different strategies. For example, great gaps in ranking between the genders by at least 10 places were found with Strategies 8, 9, 10, 13, 15, 41, and 48. Medium-sized gaps in ranking by 5 to 9 places were found with Strategies 5, 21, 22, 31, 38, 39, and 42. Although the strategic patterns between the genders were in general different, Table 7 further shows only two statistically significant differences between females and males with Strategy 9 (t(197) = -210, p = .037) and Strategy 41 (t(197) = -1.99, p = .048). No significant differences were found with other strategies. This means that in terms of frequency levels, both genders made similarly frequent use of almost all the SILL strategies, except for Strategies 9 and 41. 
Discussion
This study conducted a survey on today's university students, aimed at exploring their use of LLS by means of the SILL (Oxford, 1990) . A total of 199 valid surveys was collected. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used for analytical purposes. The results show, first, that today's participants generally used most of the strategies described in the SILL. Additionally, they used some categories of SILL strategy more often than others. This strategic pattern is listed according to the rank order of the frequency of use by the participants as compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, social strategies, memory strategies, cognitive strategies, and affective strategies. Furthermore, male and females had slightly different strategic patterns for learning English. That is to say, while they both used compensation strategies most frequently and affective strategies least, the males preferred social and metacognitive strategies to cognitive and memory strategies, but females preferred metacognitive and memory strategies to social and cognitive strategies. Despite some differences, no statistically significant variance between the genders was found at all in any of the SILL categories. Only a closer look at the differences between individual SILL items reveals that females used Strategies 9 and 41 statistically more frequently than males did. The mixed findings merit further discussion.
First, it is interesting to compare the overall results of this study with those of Green and Oxford (1995) . To start with, both this study and theirs report the overall means for the six SILL categories as lying roughly between 2.90 and 3.40 or 3.50. This means that today's language learners and those in the past both employed various strategies to help them to learn English. However, the students in these two studies developed different strategic patterns. Green and Oxford's participants reported themselves using the metacognitive SILL category most often and then the social, affective, cognitive, and memory categories down to the least often used, compensation. However, the current study's sample used the categories in the order of compensation most, through metacognitive, social, memory, cognitive, down to affective. Although metacognitive strategies were frequently used by the participants of both studies, today's language learners in Taiwan tend to favor compensation strategies a great deal more than those in Green and Oxford's study, whose use of compensation was the lowest of all the six categories. Another overt difference was noted in the use of affective strategies. Green and Oxford's sample reported their students frequently adopting the use of the affective strategy, but those of the current study reported the least use. The differences may be explained by the fact that the language learners in the two studies were of different cultures and education backgrounds. However, the difference may also serve as evidence supporting the view that today's English language learners in Taiwan have developed strategic patterns unlike those of the past. To ascertain this, it would be particularly helpful to compare the findings of this study to those of another study conducted also in Taiwan.
Interestingly, in the specific context of Taiwan, the results are only partially in line with the findings of Yeh (2010), who also investigated the SILL strategic patterns of Taiwanese university students. To begin with, the current study and Yeh's study both found that compensation strategies were the most popular SILL category among Taiwanese students. On the one hand, this may suggest that Taiwanese students probably deem compensation strategies the most effective ones to help them learn English. On the other, the results may also indicate that these strategies were effective in enabling Taiwanese learners of English to make up for missing knowledge when they used it. This is because the SILL compensation strategies are mostly associated with using different methods to guess the meanings of English words in different contexts (e.g., speaking and reading). Second, the students of this study and those of Yeh also ranked social strategies, memory strategies, and cognitive strategies in roughly the same places; that is, at around third, fourth, and fifth place, with mean scores roughly centering on 3.00. To some extent, this also confirms that Taiwanese students do employ particular strategies to help develop their English skills, rather than employing all or none.
The only two major differences between this study and Yeh's are in the categories of metacognitive and affective strategies: the former reports students using the metacognitive (2nd in ranking) a good deal more frequently than the affective (in the lowest rank) and the latter reporting completely the reverse. This specific difference may further suggest that today's Taiwanese students have indeed developed different strategic patterns than those in ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 9, No. 5; 2019 the past (at least a decade before). This difference may be attributed to the drastic change of the whole learning environment since then. The metacognitive strategies raise such questions as whether the respondents would outsource the following methods to improve their English: paying attention to other speakers of English, seeking methods to improve themselves, finding suitable persons to practice English with, and setting goals and timetables to improve their English. In comparison, today's language learners surely benefited much more from today's advanced modern learning facilities and rich resources. This is endorsed by the fact that today's language learners capitalize on modern technologies and media and are given more chances to interact with others (cf., Meyers, Erickson, & Small, 2013; Haythornthwaite et al., 2016) . Likewise, today's English learners in Taiwan have much more chance of being exposed to English in general and are also likely have more experience of learning with the communicative approach. Therefore, it seems reasonable that the affective strategies have taken a back seat now, since the strategies in this category mainly concerned the way in which learners coped with their negative feelings about learning English, such as the way they calmed themselves if they grew fearful of using English or making mistakes, tackled their nervous feelings when called upon to speak English, or discussed how they felt when they had to use English. Anxiety in speaking a foreign language does still exist in modern learning contexts. However, the phenomena described in earlier studies of the SILL may have lost something of their threat, since most current learners adopt the communicative approach in which anxieties about speaking are likely to be very much less than those in the past felt by students who had learned with a teacher-centered, deductive approach.
Furthermore, although this study and Green and Oxford's (1995) both report males and females using different strategic patterns, the findings in this study are very different from Green and Oxford's (1995) in that here almost no statistically significant differences were found between genders in their use of SILL items. Green and Oxford's female participants used most of the strategies as statistically significantly as the males did. However, in the present study, statistical variance was found with only two individual strategies: 9 and 41. Perhaps this means that today's learning context (hardware, software, and teaching approaches) has advanced to the point where it can better accommodate the language learning needs of today's male and female learners than it could in the past, thus allowing both genders to use similar strategies.
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Studies
This study tends to conclude that today's university EFL learners in Taiwan have indeed developed strategic patterns unlike those in the past. The possible reasons, as conjectured above, may involve changes in the advanced applications and teaching methods used in Taiwan. But, while the findings have justified the decision to revisit the use of LLS by university students and made contribution to the field, the research design has limitations that await future research to transcend.
First, while the sample size was enough to successfully substantiate a survey such as this one, in this study more females were involved than males. Although the total numbers of participants may also be considered sufficient for surveys in themselves, rigorous researchers may consider that a roughly equal distribution of genders would strengthen the survey result. Likewise, this study has considered only participants from one university in the northern part of Taiwan. Representativeness of the whole population of Taiwanese university students cannot be guaranteed.
In addition, this study examined only students' strategic patterns of LLS and differences between genders, but did not take account of their levels of language proficiency. Considering this in future studies is particularly important since many scholars in the field have demonstrated the significant positive correlations between language learners' proficiency levels and the use of LLS (Rao, 2016; Cáceres-Lorenzo, 2015) and identified that high achievers in a foreign language have different strategic patterns from low achievers (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990; Green & Oxford, 1995; Lee, 2018; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007) . It would shed much light in the field to find how far the changes of strategic patterns are associated with current students' language proficiency levels.
Moreover, the present study was conducted in the assumption that the changes of use of LLS by today's language learners in Taiwan could be attributed to the current improvements in the overall learning conditions. While such a supposition seems highly probable, rigorous researchers may like to consider studying it further and complementing it with in-depth qualitative interviews of today's language learners. For example, interviews about students' learning experience would probably have much to say about modern teaching methods (such as the communicative approach assumed here) and their impact on students' strategic behaviors. Inquiries into the specific learning resources or materials that today's language learners use might also tell us whether advanced applications nowadays have indeed contributed to the changes in their use LLS.
Finally, although this study adopted a popular and valid questionnaire (i.e., the SILL) (Oxford, 1990) , perhaps in ijel.ccsenet.org
International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 9, No. 5; 2019 some ways it cannot generate a precise or accurate reflection of the strategic behaviors among today's language learners. After all, the SILL was invented before the Internet, and many technology-based strategic behaviors, such as googling useful English learning material, self-studying by watching YouTube channels, or writing English blogs, have not been included in it. Adapting or creating a survey that could better report modern language learners' use of LLS is thus a fruitful line of inquiry for future studies.
Conclusion
While many experimental studies over the past decades have described the patterns of LLS by language learners in general, this study recognizes the need to revisit this issue as it touches on today's language learners in Taiwan, given the changes of the overall learning context nowadays. While some of the strategic patterns of today's learners are similar to those in the past, this study has successfully identified the LLS that are used differently today: affective strategies, metacognitive strategies, and compensation strategies. Future educators who are keen to improve modern language learners' language abilities by introducing them to helpful LLS may like to take into consideration the findings of this study to maximize both the effects of teaching LLS to students and their learning. 
